Institutional competition to retain and recruit marketing scholars capable of publishing in the leading marketing journals has intensified. Although increased emphasis has been placed on publication productivity in the leading marketing journals, little is known about questions such as (1) What level of publication productivity in the leading marketing journals does it take to get promoted in marketing academia? (2) What level of publication productivity in the leading marketing journals warrants exception? and (3) What drives research productivity in the leading marketing journals? The authors draw on the economic concept of imperfect substitution to address these questions using two data sets: (1) The authors also present findings related to promotion to full professor both from PhD conferral and from promotion to associate professor, as well as scholars identified as warranting exceptional publication productivity. The findings provide substantive implications for marketing academics, for those involved with the recruitment and retention of marketing academics, and for the field of marketing thought in general.
1 In this study, promotion refers to a promotion from assistant professor to associate professor and from associate professor to full professor. P romotion in academia is an institutional governance mechanism employed to retain, at the junior level, and recruit, at the senior level, marketing scholars. 1 Because the development of the science and practice of marketing is driven by publications within the field's leading journals (i.e., Journal of Marketing [JM] , Journal of Marketing Research [JMR] , Journal of Consumer Research [JCR] , and Marketing Science [MKS] ), institutions (i.e., marketing departments) work to retain and recruit scholars capable of publication in these journals. However, although publication productivity in the leading marketing journals is an important element in promotion decisions (McAlister 2005) , there is a lack of data on this topic. Without data on publication productivity, how can a faculty member's record for promotion be evaluated to determine whether he or she has achieved a level of productivity in the leading marketing journals that sets him or her apart from others in the market? Although this issue is pertinent to assistant and associate professors in the field, the influx of funding for the recruitment of senior scholars through endowed chairs has raised the issue of what level of productivity allows more senior faculty members to stand out among their peers. Without a clear understanding of what exceptional productivity is, it is not possible to assess current and potential faculty or how publication productivity leads to career advancement.
Given these issues, this study works to examine three research questions: (1) What level of publication productiv-2 Here, promotion decisions are not conceptually restricted to internal institutional aspects; they are also considered external to the institution. For example, scholars are often recruited from one institution to another by means of promotion from a lower rank to a higher rank (e.g., associate professor to full professor). ity in the leading marketing journals does it take to get promoted in marketing academia? (2) What level of publication productivity in the leading marketing journals warrants exception? and (3) What drives research productivity in the leading marketing journals? To examine these questions, this study draws on the economic concept of imperfect substitution and builds on research within scientometrics (i.e., the measurement and analysis of science) on the drivers of research productivity (e.g., Gupta, Kumar, and Aggarwal 1999; Nwagwu 2006; Prpic 1996) . We empirically examine the research questions using two data sets: (1) a census of publication activity in the leading marketing journals of 337 scholars in the top 70 institutions promoted between 1992 and 2006 and (2) an examination of 2672 scholars who collectively published 3492 articles in the four leading marketing journals during the 1982-2006 period. The findings provide implications for marketing academics and for those involved with the recruitment and retention of marketing academics.
Background Literature
Rankings incorporating research productivity (e.g., Financial Times business school rankings, Trieschmann et al. 2000) have received increased attention as competition among business schools to attract quality faculty and students, endowments, and so forth, has intensified. In the field of marketing, this is exemplified by an increased interest in quantifying contributions of marketing scholarship (e.g., Bakir, Vitell, and Rose 2000; Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Cheng, Chan, and Chan 2003; Mittal, Feick, and Murshed 2008; Stremersch and Verhoef 2005; Stremersch, Verniers, and Verhoef 2007; Tellis, Chandy, and Ackerman 1999) . The issue of quantifying contributions is most observable in promotion decisions. 2 Although promotion decisions weigh many aspects of a faculty member's academic portfolio (Bartels 1983; Beltramini, Schlacter, and Kelley 1985) , a central criterion at research institutions is publication productivity in the leading marketing journals (McAlister 2005) . Promotion decisions not only are about rewarding past publication success but also include attempts by an institution to retain talent to maintain and build competitive positioning. By granting a promotion, an institution works to increase the switching costs of its marketing faculty (e.g., granting a promotion to an associate professor binds the person to the institution because rank and tenure are not always portable, and the psychic costs of giving up rank or tenure are substantial).
Underlying the promotion decision is the economic concept of imperfect substitution-that is, when lesser talent is a poor substitute for greater talent (Murphy, Shleifer, and Vishny 1991; Rosen 1981) . Imperfect substitution occurs when two products are perceived as being different in relation to a set of desired qualities and therefore have different 3 The perspective of a skewed talent distribution, as conceptualized by Rosen (1981) , can be argued to be consistent with the talent distribution in the field of marketing, in which (1) most marketing academics publish very few articles overall when considering the broad range of journals (see Powers et al. 1998 ) and (2) academics receive different financial rewards by publishing in different outlets, as Mittal, Feick, and Murshed (2008) note. demand curves in a specific market (Rosen 1981) . For example, it could be argued that at a top 10 institution, an assistant professor who has published one article in the leading marketing journals is a poor substitute for another assistant professor, current or future, who has published five articles in the same journals. Rosen (1981) argues that imperfect substitution conditions an assignment problem between buyers and sellers, contending that the greater the skew in talent distribution within a market, the larger is the skew in the distribution of rewards. 3 Within the field of marketing, the assignment problem associated with imperfect substitution, and its relationship to limited talent within the market, is most clearly observable in the promotion rates from assistant professor to associate professor. Specifically, research institutions recruit newly minted PhDs on the basis of perceived talent (i.e., the scholar is capable of publishing in the leading marketing journals). Those who are capable of successfully publishing to a set level of institutional expectations in the leading marketing journals are promoted from assistant professor to associate professor. Those who do not meet expectations are released, and the market reassigns them to another institution. When an assignment problem has occurred, the institution reenters the market and works to attract a more qualified substitute. Notably, although the retention of junior marketing faculty developing into highly productive publishers in the leading marketing journals is central to enhancing an institution's competitive positioning (see Siemens et al. 2005) , limited data exist to assist marketing faculty with assessing the assignment decision. As such, we explore the question of what level of publication productivity in the leading marketing journals it takes to get promoted.
Furthermore, we explore the assignment problem associated with imperfect substitution and its relationship to limited talent within the broader market. Specifically, the increased competitive environment for marketing faculty has stimulated the development of a large number of endowed positions. Typically, endowed positions are reserved to attract and retain faculty members, who, through their past and expected future publications in the leading marketing journals, assist the institution in enhancing its competitive positioning. However, the employment of endowed chairs within the governance structure of promotion necessitates a clear understanding of the level of productivity in the leading marketing journals that warrants distinction (i.e., identification of exceptionally prolific scholars). As such, in this study, we also explore the issue of what level of publication in the leading marketing journals warrants exception.
Finally, it is important to examine drivers of publication productivity in the leading marketing journals. A stream of 4 We contacted Trieschmann and colleagues (2000) to obtain the ranking for the top 70 institutions because their article presents information only for the top 50 institutions. scientometric investigation focuses on research productivity (e.g., Gupta, Kumar, and Aggarwal 1999; Long et al. 1998; Nwagwu 2006; Prpic 1996) . This line of scientometric inquiry is consistent with Rosen's (1981) emphasis on imperfect substitution. Thus, building on this literature, we examine academic training and gender as potential drivers of publication productivity in the leading marketing journals.
Method Journal Selection
The leading journals in marketing are JM, JMR, JCR, and MKS (Lehmann 2005; McAlister 2005; Stremersch, Verniers, and Verhoef 2007) . The identification of these journals as the leading journals in the field of marketing is consistent with Theoharakis and Hirst's (2002) findings and Tellis, Chandy, and Ackerman's (1999) and Mittal, Feick, and Murshed's (2008) applications of the leading marketing journals. Furthermore, the journals selected are consistent with the focus of this study. For example, McAlister (2005) notes that tenure and promotion decisions are directly related to publication in a common set of leading marketing journals and that these journals are an exclusive set consisting of JM, JMR, JCR, and MKS.
Data Set for Research Question 1: What Level of Publication Productivity in the Leading Marketing Journals Does It Take to Get Promoted in Marketing Academia?
To examine the question of what it takes to get promoted in marketing academia, we generated a census of the publication activity in the four leading marketing journals of 337 scholars promoted to associate professor and/or full professor in the top 70 institutions from 1992 to 2006. We selected this period (1) to be consistent with prior research that has examined productivity among marketing faculty (e.g., Powers et al. 1998 ) and (2) to reflect recent promotion decisions, thus reflecting the contemporary academic context.
Next, given the nature of the assignment problem regarding imperfect substitution, we deemed it important to segment institutions because institutions of different academic levels were predicted to have different publication expectations for promotion decisions. Trieschmann and colleagues (2000) provide a ranking of marketing departments based on research productivity in three of the four leading marketing journals (i.e., JM, JMR, and JCR). We employed Trischmann and colleagues' ranking for the top 70 marketing departments and segmented institutions into (1) top 10, (2) top 11-20, (3) top 21-40, and (4) top 41-70. 4 We sourced marketing faculty publication and promotion data through multiple avenues. We searched departmental Web sites at each of the identified institutions and secured current curriculum vitae of faculty when possible. When curriculum vitae were not available online, we sourced publication records through ABI/INFORM and journal tables of contents, among other sources. When specific promotional dates were unclear, we contacted institutions and individuals directly and, in some cases, made requests for promotion information under the Freedom of Information Act. 5 We calculated the number of publications per year from PhD conferral to promotion to associate professor, from PhD conferral to promotion to full professor (when applicable), and from promotion to associate professor to promotion to full professor (when applicable) for each scholar. In total, the data set for To examine the question of what level of publication warrants exception, we assessed publication rate in the leading marketing journals. Following prior work on publication productivity (e.g., Inkpen and Beamish 1994), we restricted the sample to research articles published in the four leading marketing journals over the 1982-2006 period, excluding editorials, obituaries, and articles labeled as comments on other people's work. Although some of these excluded articles advance the field and represent contributions, we excluded them as a class to maintain consistency. The starting year coincided with the introduction of MKS into the field. We sourced the tables of contents of each journal for the 25-year period. We coded each article to identify the authors contributing to the work, thus providing an author appearance. Following Bakir, Vitell, and Rose (2000) and Inkpen and Beamish (1994) , we then tabulated an "adjusted authorship appearance" score. Adjusted authorship appearance accounts for multiple author articles. For example, an author received a score of 1 for a single-authored work, and in a published article with two authors, each author received a score of .5; likewise, for an article with three authors, each author received a score of .333, and so on.
Next, we expanded the data set by sourcing the year each scholar was awarded his or her PhD and, when pertinent, the year of retirement or passing. We used this information to calculate how many years each scholar was active during the 25-year period. 7 We assumed that the date of the awarding of the PhD was the midpoint of the year; for example, if a scholar received his or her PhD in 1982 and did not retire or pass away before the end of 2006, we calculated him or her as active for 24.5 years (i.e., 24 years [1983-2006 inclusive] plus half a year in 1982). Likewise, if a scholar received his or her PhD in 1993 and did not retire or pass away before the end of 2006, we calculated him or her as active for 13.5 years (i.e., 13 years [1994-2006 inclusive] plus half a year in 1993). If a scholar received his or her PhD before 1982 and did not retire or pass away before the end of 2006, we calculated him or her as being active for the full 25 years. If a scholar retired or passed away before the end of the 25-year period, we factored this into the calculation of the active number of years. For example, if a scholar received his or her PhD before 1982 and retired in 1995, we took the end of 1995 as the end date of that scholar's active period and calculated the number of years active as 14. The one exception to this process is if a scholar continued to publish articles in the four leading marketing journals after retirement/passing, in which case we took the end date of that scholar's active period to be the date of the last publication.
Data Set for Research Question 3: What Drives Research Productivity in the Leading Marketing Journals?
To examine the drivers of research productivity in the leading marketing journals, we built on the data set of scholars used to examine Research Question 2. Building on prior work in the scientometric study of publication productivity, we sourced information for the scholars examined in Research Question 2 pertaining to (1) the tier of each scholar's PhD-granting institution (e.g., Long et al. 1998) and (2) gender (see Prpic 2002) .
Analysis and Results

Research Question 1: What Level of Publication Productivity in the Leading Marketing Journals Does It Take to Get Promoted in Marketing Academia?
Research Question 1 assesses the publication productivity in the leading marketing journals that is necessary for promotion from assistant professor to associate professor and from associate professor to full professor. We calculated descriptive statistics (see Table 1 ) on a per-year basis and as a normalized average (to account for differences in years to promotion across individuals and institutions) for conferral of PhD to promotion to associate professor, from conferral of PhD to promotion to full professor, and from promotion to associate professor to promotion to full professor; we used a 6-year time frame for the normalization of conferral of PhD to promotion to associate professor and promotion to associate professor to promotion to full professor (i.e., average per year multiplied by 6) and a 12-year time frame for the normalization of conferral of PhD to promotion to full professor (i.e., average per year multiplied by 12).
The results indicate that from conferral of PhD to promotion to associate professor, successful promotion candidates in the top 10 institutions published an average of .57 articles in the leading marketing journals per year, compared with .47 in the top 11-20 institutions, .47 in the top 21-40 institutions, and .26 in the top 41-70 institutions. Furthermore, the results from conferral of PhD to promotion to full professor indicate that successful promotion candidates at the top 10 institutions published an average of .59 articles in the leading marketing journals per year, compared with .48 in the top 11-20 institutions, .42 in the top 21-40 institutions, and .27 in the top 41-70 institutions. Finally, the results from time of promotion to associate professor to time of promotion to full professor indicate that successful promotion candidates at the top 10 institutions published an average .61 articles in the leading marketing journals per year, compared with .43 in the top 11-20 institutions, .35 in the top 21-40 institutions, and .24 in the top 41-70 institutions.
We also analyzed whether there were any changes over time with regard to average-per-year publications for promotion for the different tiers of institutions. For each tier, we split the sample into three equal periods: (1) 1992-1996, (2) 1997-2001, and (3) 2002-2006. 8 We conducted an analysis of variance (ANOVA) to check for equality of means across periods. 9 The results of the analysis show that for the top 10 and top 11-20 tiers, there was no change across time in the average-per-year publications for successful candidates for promotion. For the top 21-40 tier, the 10 We used the Games-Howell post hoc test because the assumption of homogeneous variance was violated.
11 The normalized range is the range from the lowest individual scholar normalized average to the highest individual scholar normalized average. average number of publications per year from PhD conferral to promotion to associate professor was different for the three groups (F(2, 512) = 4.05, p < .05). The results of the Tukey test demonstrate that average-per-year publications decreased from the 1992-1996 period (.57) to the 2002-2006 period (.42 ). However, the average-per-year publications from PhD conferral to promotion to full professor and for the promotion to full professor from promotion to associate professor showed no significant change over the three periods. For the top 41-70 tier, the average number of publications per year from PhD conferral to promotion to associate professor was different for the three groups (F(2, 616) = 4.42, p < .05). The results of the Games-Howell test demonstrate that the average-per-year publications increased from the 1992-1996 period (.21) to the 1997-2001 period (.32). 10 However, the average number of publications per year from PhD conferral to promotion to full professor and for the promotion to full professor from promotion to associate professor showed no significant change over the three periods.
Furthermore, examination of the normalized average number of publications and the normalized range for each stage of promotion indicates considerable variance in publications for all levels of promotion. 11 For example, the normalized average number of publications from conferral of PhD to promotion to associate professor was 3.39, with a normalized range from .00 to 8.00 for the top 10 institutions; 2.82, with a normalized range from .00 to 7.20 for the top 11-20 institutions; 2.82, with a normalized range from .00 to 9.00 for the top 21-40 institutions; and 1.57, with a normalized range from .00 to 7.50 for the top 41-70 institutions. Similarly, the normalized average number of publications from conferral of PhD to promotion to full professor was 7.05, with a normalized range from 1.09 to 16.00 for the top 10 institutions; 5.76, with a normalized range from .00 to 13.20 for the top 11-20 institutions; 4.99, with a normalized range from .00 to 12.00 for the top 21-40 institutions; and 3.21, with a normalized range from .00 to 16.00 for the top 41-70 institutions. Finally, the normalized average number of publications from promotion to associate professor to promotion to full professor was 3.68, with a normalized range from .00 to 12.00 for the top 10 institutions; 2.58, with a normalized range from .00 to 9.00 for the top 11-20 institutions; 2.09, with a normalized range from .00 to 8.00 for the top 21-40 institutions; and 1.46, with a normalized range from .00 to 6.00 for the top 41-70 institutions.
Research Question 2: What Level of Publication Productivity in the Leading Marketing Journals Warrants Exception?
Research Question 2 examines what level of publication productivity warrants exception when considering the leading marketing journals. We conducted multiple analyses to explore this question. The first analysis was a calculation of the average number of publications for each scholar per year active (R i ), in which subscript "i" represents an individual scholar. To conduct this analysis, it was necessary to exclude (1) scholars without a PhD (N = 124; µ Publications = 1.12, minimum = 1, maximum = 4), because the granting date of the PhD provides data regarding time active from 1982 to 2006; (2) scholars for whom we were unable to identify PhD-granting dates or retirement dates (when appropriate) (N = 72; µ Publications = 1.26, minimum = 1, maximum = 4), despite contacting individual scholars, universities, and coauthors; and (3) scholars who received their PhD after 2001 or retired or passed away within the first four years of our data set (N = 219; µ Publications = 1.36, minimum = 1, maximum = 5), because Research Question 2 examines exceptional performance over a career, and we contend that a minimum of five years is necessary to establish a record on which a trend can be determined. In all, we retained a total of 2257 scholars in our data set to calculate R i . We then sorted scholars according to their R i . The findings indicate that 79.75% of retained scholars had an R i between .040 and .275, 10.23% had an R i between .276 and .464, 7.44% had an R i between .465 and .799, and 2.57% had an R i between .800 and 1.697. The 58 most prolific scholars according to R i appear in Table 2 .
Next, we calculated adjusted publication activity per scholar per year active (adjusted R i ), thus adjusting for the number of coauthors. To conduct this analysis, it was necessary to exclude the same scholars we excluded in the calculation of R i , again leaving 2257 scholars in our data set. We sorted scholars according to their adjusted R i . The results indicate that 79.53% of retained scholars had an adjusted R i between .006 and .126, 10.46% had an adjusted R i between .127 and .214, 7.80% had an adjusted R i between .215 and .400, and 2.22% had an adjusted R i between .402 and 1.105. The 50 most prolific scholars according to adjusted R i appear in Table 3 .
Furthermore, we conducted an unadjusted publication count of the 2672 scholars to identify the most prolific scholars according to unadjusted count in the period from 1982 to 2006 in the leading marketing journals. In relation to unadjusted count, 78.26% of scholars had an unadjusted count of between 1 and 3, 11.53% had an unadjusted count between 4 and 6, 8.35% had an unadjusted count between 7 and 14, and 1.87% had an unadjusted count greater than 14. The 50 most prolific scholars according to unadjusted count between 1982 and 2006 appear in Table 4 . 12
Research Question 3: What Drives Research Productivity in the Leading Marketing Journals?
Research Question 3 works to understand the drivers of research productivity in the leading marketing journals. Building on the extant literature in scientometrics (e.g., Gupta, Kumar, and Aggarwal 1999; Long et al. 1998 ; 13 The sample size was large enough that the ANOVA was robust to violations of the normal distribution assumption; however, as a control, we also conducted the Brown-Forsythe test of equality of means. There was no conflict between the results of the ANOVA and the Brown-Forsythe test for all analyses. We conducted additional nonparametric tests, and they also provided the same substantive results as the ANOVA.
14 F* represents the Brown-Forsyth statistic for the test of equality of means. Nwagwu 2006; Prpic 1996) , we explored publication productivity on the basis of a faculty member's institution of academic training and gender.
We conducted an ANOVA and the Brown-Forsyth test of equality of means to examine this research question. 13 The results of these analyses appear in Tables 5 and 6 . The ANOVA and Brown-Forsyth test of equality of means for different ranks of institution of academic training indicated a difference in mean publication rate (F(4, 2252) = 16.82, p < .001; F*(4, 2136.62) = 17.13, p < .001). 14 Because of unequal variance across groups and unequal group size, we used the Games-Howell test to determine which means were different. The results of the Games-Howell test indicate that graduates of the top 10 institutions had a higher publication rate than those from the top 21-40 institutions (p < .001), the top 41-70 institutions (p < .001), and other institutions (p < .001). Likewise, graduates from the top 11-20 institutions had a higher publication rate than those from the top 21-40 institutions (p < .1), the top 41-70 institutions (p < .001), and other institutions (p < .001). We found no other differences across institutions of academic training. The results of the ANOVA and the Brown-Forsyth test of equality of means indicate no influence of gender on publication rate (F(1, 2255) = 1.07, p > .1; F*(1, 755.27) = 1.26, p > .1).
Discussion
This research was motivated by three research questions. The results of the analysis of publication productivity in the four leading marketing journals help answer these questions and provide implications for marketing academics and the institutions in which they are employed.
Research Question 1: What Level of Publication Productivity in the Leading Marketing Journals Does It Take to Get Promoted in Marketing Academia?
The results provide evidence of scholarly publication within the leading marketing journals and provide a foundation for the discussion of publication expectations. As we argued previously, institutions not only strive to enhance their intel- lectual environment but also set forth an expected position (i.e., ranking, within the greater academic community). The results indicate that expectations for faculty productivity are related to the rank within the select institutions at the time of promotion. For example, the top 10 institutions expect more than twice as many publications per year in the leading marketing journals than institutions ranking in the top 41-70. This general proportion across institutional segments holds for promotion to full professor from promotion to associate professor and for overall expected publications in the leading marketing journals for promotion to full professor from the conferral of the PhD. The results are consistent with the economic concept of imperfect substitution (Rosen 1981) in that higher-tier institutions view marketing faculty with lower productivity in the leading marketing journals as imperfect substitutes, thus conditioning reassignment to lower ranking institutions in which the productivity level of the faculty member is more closely aligned. Although these findings provide some insight into how many leading marketing journal articles it takes to get promoted at the top 70 marketing institutions, the range in number of leading marketing publications among those promoted suggests that promotion is not purely dictated by a hard-and-fast rule pertaining to number of publications in the leading marketing journals (e.g., five publications in five years), thus suggesting, consistent with Wilkie (2005) , that institutions consider other factors beyond simply leading marketing journal publications in promotion decisions (e.g., quality of publications, scholarly impact, teaching quality, national reputation) (see Bartels 1983; Beltramini, Schlacter, and Kelley 1985) . Although many aspects go into promotion decisions, to understand the publication aspect of this issue further, we expanded our investigation to explore publication productivity more fully. Specifically, Lehmann (2005) indicates that in some areas of marketing, faculty members have begun publishing in discipline journals (e.g., Journal of Applied Psychology), viewing leading journals in psychology or economics as at least equal to, and in some cases better than, publication in leading marketing journals. As such, we expanded our investigation using the ranking of leading nonmarketing journals employed by Mittal, Feick, and Murshed (2008) to provide a broader examination of marketing faculty publication productivity.
The expanded analysis found a similar pattern to the leading marketing journal analysis across institutional tiers. Specifically, in the examination of promotion to associate professor from conferral of PhD, the findings indicate that the average number of published articles of successful promotion candidates at the top 10 institutions increased from .57 leading marketing journal publications per year to .82 leading journal publications per year. Similarly, for institutions ranked in the top 11-20, the average number of articles published rose from .47 when considering only leading marketing journals to .62 when considering all leading journals. For promotion to full professor from conferral of PhD, the average number of articles published by successful promotion candidates in the top 10 institutions rose from .59 leading marketing journal publications per year to .79 when considering all leading journals and increased from .48 to .59 for institutions ranked in the top 11-20. Finally, for promotion to full professor from promotion to associate professor, the average number of published articles of successful promotion candidates in the top 10 institutions rose from .61 leading marketing journal publications per year to .79 when considering all leading journals and increased from .43 to .52 when examining institutions ranked in the top 11-20. These results suggest that institutions consider publications in leading journals outside the four leading marketing journals when making promotion decisions. Furthermore, the results of the expanded analysis indicate that institutions set higher publication productivity standards when considering a marketing scholar's complete publication record.
Research Question 2: What Level of Publication Productivity in the Leading Marketing Journals Warrants Exception?
To assess the level of publication productivity warranting exception, we examined scholar rate of publication (i.e., the number of publications in the leading marketing journals per year since conferral of the PhD) and adjusted rate of publication (i.e., scholar rate of publication adjusted for multiple authors) (Tables 2 and 3 , respectively). The distribution of rate of publication and adjusted rate of publication is consistent with Rosen's (1981) concept of superstars in that a very small set of scholars substantially outperform the market. For example, the top marketing scholars presented in the tables represent a small percentage of all scholars publishing in the leading marketing journals during the specified periods. These scholars were able to achieve publication levels in the leading marketing journals at a minimum rate of .800 publications per year (Table 2 ). This rate is substantially higher than the average publication rate for all scholars studied of .184, as well as the average rate for promotion at the institutions examined, thus indicating a level of exceptional productivity. Furthermore, to assess overall productivity warranting exception, we examined scholarly contribution to the leading marketing journals over the 1982-2006 period (Table 4) . Each of these scholars contributed 15 or more articles to the leading marketing journals. This level of contribution is noteworthy because the average level of contribution of the remaining 2622 scholars (i.e., those outside the top 50) contributing to the leading marketing journals over the 1982-2006 period was 2.50, and more than 78% of all scholars publishing in the leading marketing journals published between one and three articles.
Research Question 3: What Drives Research Productivity in the Leading Marketing Journals?
Building on the work in scientometrics (e.g., Long et al. 1998; Prpic 1996 Prpic , 2002 , we explored two specific drivers of publication productivity in the leading marketing journals: (1) the scholar's PhD-granting affiliation and (2) the scholar's gender. Contrary to the findings of Long and colleagues (1998) and Williamson and Cable (2003) , our findings indicate that the level of institution from which a scholar receives his or her academic training can be used as an indicator of potential academic success. However, our findings indicate that, on average, only those whose training was obtained at the top 20 institutions had higher publication rates in the leading marketing journals (with differences existing between those who graduated from the top 10 institutions and those who graduated from the top 11-20). As such, our results add greater specificity to the extant scientometrics literature. Practically, our results can assist institutions in their use of academic origin as a signal of potential productivity in the leading marketing journals. Because institutions often use the PhD-granting institution as a signal of quality, this study provides empirical support and specificity for when academic training may lead to increased publication productivity in the leading marketing journals and when it may not. Finally, we examined the influence of gender on publication productivity in the leading marketing journals. Our findings are contrary to those of Prpic (2002) and others (e.g., Over 1982; Rogers and Maranto 1989) , who show that, on average, female scholars were less productive than their male counterparts. Rather, our findings are consistent with those from the field of management (see Park and Gordon 1996; Williamson and Cable 2003) , in which gender was not found to be a significant determinant of publication productivity in the context of marketing scholars. Because the scholars examined in this study are consistent in discipline with the scholars examined by Park and Gordon (1996) and Williamson and Cable (2003) (i.e., business scholars), as opposed to those in the hard sciences, we argue that the inconsistent findings in the scientometrics literature may be the result of cross-discipline effects.
Limitations, Future Directions, and Conclusion
Although this study provides several new insights, it is not without its limitations. First, although this study focused on the four leading marketing journals, it is important to recognize that marketing scholarship is published in journals outside those included in this study. As we noted previously, Lehmann (2005) argues that many marketing scholars target discipline journals. Thus, our identification of the average number of publications for successful promotion candidates, as well as overall scholarly productivity in the marketing discipline, is somewhat limited. However, consistent with Day and Montgomery (1999) , we contend that to maintain the momentum of marketing and to diminish its cessation to other disciplines, the focus on the leading marketing journals is appropriate for this study. Furthermore, we contend that marketing faculty are, or should be, stewards of the marketing discipline, which necessitates a focus on the leading journals in marketing because marketing thought development advances more rapidly by publication within the discipline's leading journals than by publication outside the discipline. Second, this work focused solely on the field of marketing as a whole and not on specific subareas of marketing. Thus, although this analysis helps clarify levels of exceptional publication productivity, note that JM, JMR, JCR, and MKS were developed to serve unique communities of scholars. Building on Rosen's (1981) work, Adler (1985) argues that relaxing the assumption of similar consumer tastes across categories allows each category to constitute a market with its own group of stars. The view of marketing as composed of separate submarkets can be observed by people who warrant exception within their smaller academic community (focused around a specific journal). Here, two points are relevant. First, size of the market is critical to understanding imperfect substitution (Murphy, Schleifer, and Vishny 1991) . Murphy, Schleifer, and Vishny (1991) argue that being a superstar in a large market pays off more than being a superstar in a small market. Furthermore, they theoretically demonstrate that growth in submarkets provides substantial advantages to the superstars in these submarkets. As such, the analysis of submarkets within marketing, through the examination of journal communities, could be argued to be built on theoretical rationale under the economics of superstars. Second, it could be argued that different institutions have different preference structures for academics focusing their efforts on specific journals and, therefore, that assignment becomes important. Theoretically, this is consistent with the work of Bowbrick (1983) , who argues that there is also an aversion effect of preference structure within some categories for certain attributes. Applied within the marketing discipline, this would be consistent with some institutions focusing on a specific domain of marketing and working to recruit and retain marketing faculty who demonstrate superior productivity within that specific domain and/or journals and being averse to those of other domains and/or journals. Research on this issue could further enhance the understanding of recruitment and retention.
Third, the focus of this study was on scholarly productivity, not impact. As such, it could be argued that examining either the impact score of the journal or the citation rate for a specific author/article may increase the understanding of those influencing the field of marketing. For example, Stremersch, Verniers, and Verhoef (2007) denote specific drivers of article citation and find that highly productive authors have more citations. However, although citations serve as one measure of impact, citational analysis assumes that the citations of a specific article are being made for substantive purposes (i.e., the normative theory of citation), which may not be the case. As such, one research question that could be examined is whether the most prolific authors in the field are those who influence the development of the field through substantive citations or whether the substantive advances in marketing are made by less prolific authors. For example, one way to determine whether citations are substantive is to apply the rule of "must be cited more than once" within an article. An alternative method of assessment would be an examination of how an article is employed when it is cited. Through the examination of substantive contribution, marketing as a field could move toward evaluating research more effectively, rather than simply counting a specified number of publications or citations.
Fourth, this study is limited by its temporal exposition. Specifically, our analysis was conducted at a time when the field's leading journals are in a state of transition. For example, in 2006, MKS became the first leading marketing journal to move beyond four issues per year. This move was shortly followed by JM and JMR (in 2008). Thus, although our analysis helps provide data pertaining to the specified research questions from historical data, it is unclear as to their direct applicability to an environment in which a greater number of issues of these journals are published (e.g., Will institutions raise expectations for publications in the leading journals now that the leading journals are publishing more articles?).
Fifth, note that we selected a specific 25-year period and that the selection of any other period (even simply shifting from 1982-2006 to 1983-2007) would result in different findings because the productivity of any single author varies according to his or her individual research cycles and publication dates. Another period could identify a unique set of authors from those identified in this study.
In conclusion, the purpose of this study was to examine the following questions: (1) What level of publication productivity in the leading marketing journals does it take to get promoted in marketing academia? (2) What level of publication productivity in the leading marketing journals warrants exception? and (3) What drives research productivity in the leading marketing journals? Employing the economic concept of imperfect substitution and relying on insights from the field of scientometrics, we advanced the idea of promotion as a governance mechanism to work toward understanding these three publication-related research questions. We believe that the findings provide new insights that are important to the development of the field. Furthermore, we believe that the findings ask marketing faculty to question the stewardship role regarding the marketing discipline.
